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DETAILED ACTION 

The application has been examined, and Claims 1-22 are pending. The 
objections and rejections are as stated below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 
The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 18-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. In particular, Applicant's use of 
the word "processing hub" is not indicative of what statutory class of invention the 
Applicant is claiming. This term could be interpreted to include among other 
things, a software module as well as a CPU or other processing hardware. For 
purpose of examination, the Examiner will treat the claims as indicating an 
apparatus (general hardware) for implementing the method claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

Claim 1-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Croy, U.S. Patent #6859910, in view of Bain, U.S. Patent #5315508. 
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With regard to Claim 1, the Examiner interprets the claim broadly such 

that use of the word contract can be any form of agreement between two parties 

such as accepting an order for purchase or sale of goods. Cray suggest that its 

methods can be used for a variety of situations but does not expressly teach: 

receiving a contract formed from a contract template from the first system used 
by the first partner for goods or services from a second partner, the contract 
including a first party identifier identifying the first party and a service identifier 
identifying goods and services being requested by the first party; 

However, Bain more clearly presents this limitation at (Col. 6 lines 26-30). 

It would have been obvious at the time applicant's invention was made to 

combine the teachings of Croy relating to parsing and applying a rule-set to 

inputted information, with the teachings of Bain, relating to accepting contractual 

information off a template. The motivation for such a combination is found in Croy 

at (Col. 4 lines 55-66) which discusses the number of financial and Web 

applications which will benefit from the invention. Continuing, Croy teaches: 

parsing the contract received into requested tag values representing predefined 
fields; (Col. 2 lines 31-32) 

retrieving contract tag values relating to the same first party identifier and service 
identifier; and (Col. 2 lines 32-34) 

comparing the contract tag values with the requested tag values 
(Col. 9 lines 28-30) 

determining if the requested tag values are in compliance with the contract tag 
values based on one or more predefined rules. 
(Col. 2 lines 34-36) 

With regard to Claim 2, Croy teaches a method further comprising: 

notifying at least the first system used by the first partner if the requested tag 
values are not in compliance. (Col. 9 lines 47-65) 
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With regard to Claim 3, Cray teaches the method wherein: 

parsing includes parsing the contract received into requested XML tag values 
representing predefined fields. (Col. 7 lines 13-15) 

With regard to Claim 4, Cray teaches the method further comprising: 

sending a user interface for presentation of a contract template including user 
selectable predefined fields on a first system used by a first partner. 
(Col. 12 lines 28-30) 

With regard to Claim 5, Cray teaches the method further comprising: 

prompting at least one of the first partner using the first system and the second 
partner using the second system for a set of rules to govern contracts for a 
specific service identifier. (Col. 7 lines 66 - Col. 8 line 60) 

With regard to Claim 6, Cray does not specifically teaches the method 

further comprising: 

determining if the specific service identifier for goods and services from the 
second partner are related to any goods and services provided by a third partner 
using a third system, and if any of the goods and services are provided by the 
third partner then: 

comparing the requested tag values received for goods and services supplied by 
the third party for compliance with contract tag values for a second contract 
between the second partner and the third partner. 

However, these limitations relating to applying the methods of the 

proposed invention to multiple parties is an old and well-known business 

practice, which is in fact discussed by applicant at Para. 15 of the specification. 

The method as taught by Cray in view of Bain is capable of using the data it 

attains to automate this well-known, manual activity. Therefore, it would have 

been obvious to modify a Croy-Bain combination to include scanning databases 

for other parties involved in the transaction, as well as other rules. The motivation 

for such a combination is found in Bain at (Col. 1 lines 32-36), which discusses 
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the difficulty of consummating transactions with multiple parties each having 
different needs. 

With regard to Claim 7, Croy teaches the method further comprising: 

retrieving one or more predefined rules between two partners, and 

applying the rules retrieved for governing any discrepancies between the 
requested tag vales and the contract tag values for a contract. 
(Col. 7 lines 66 - Col. 8 line 60; Col. 6 lines 21-25)) 

With regard to Claims 8,14, the Examiner interprets the claim broadly 

such that use of the word contract can be any form of agreement between two 

parties such as accepting an order for purchase or sale of goods. Croy suggest 

that its methods can be used for a variety of situations but does not expressly 

teach: 

receiving a contract formed from a contract template from the first system used 
by the first partner for goods or services from a second partner, the contract 
including a first party identifier identifying the first party and a service identifier 
identifying goods and services being requested by the first party; and 

presenting to at least one of the partner systems, a contract template including 
user selectable predefined fields on a first system used by a first partner for 
forming a contract; (Col. 6 lines 26-30) 

It would have been obvious at the time applicant's invention was made to 

combine the teachings of Croy relating to parsing and applying a rule-set to 

inputted information, with the teachings of Bain, relating to accepting contractual 

information off a template, including identifiers. The motivation for such a 

combination is found in Croy at (Col. 4 lines 55-66) which discusses the number 

of financial and Web applications, which will benefit from the invention. Croy 

further teaches: 
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receiving a contract formed from a contract template from a first partner using 
one of the plurality of partner systems for goods and services from a second 
partner using one of the plurality of partner systems; (Col. 2 lines 32-34) 

parsing the contract received into one or more requested tag values representing 
predefined fields; (Col. 2 lines 31-32) 

querying the database for predetermined hierarchical contractual relationships 
between the plurality of trading partners based on the requested tag values 
received including a first party identifier and a services identifier; 
(Col. 6 lines 21 -31) 

With regard to the following limitations: 

recursively analyzing the predetermined hierarchical contractual relationships 
between the plurality of trading partners by examining one or more contractual 
tag values stored in the database for contracts between each of the trading 
partners in the hierarchical contractual relationship by comparing the contract tag 
values with the requested tag values to determine if the requested tag values are 
in compliance with the contract tag values based on one or more predefined 
rules, for any goods and services to be supplied by any trading partner that is a 
member of the hierarchical contractual relationship for the requested tag values, 

linking a plurality of trading partners using partner systems over a network to a 
centralized hub processing unit; 

Croy teaches comparing the information stored in the various tags with 

previously known data, see (Col. 6 lines 26-30) and (Col. 8 lines 60-64), but it 

does not teach applying a rules dataset to the retrieved information for multiple 

parties in a recursive manner. However, these limitations relating to applying the 

methods of the proposed invention to multiple parties is an old and well-known 

business practice, which is in fact discussed by applicant at Para. 15 of the 

specification. The method as taught by Croy in view of Bain is capable of 

automating this well-known, manual activity. Therefore, it would have been 

obvious to modify a Croy-Bain combination to include scanning for identifying 

information from multiple parties, and applying a rule-set thereto. The motivation 
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for such a combination is found in Bain at (Col. 1 lines 32-36), which discusses 
the difficulty of consummating transactions with multiple parties each having 
different needs. 

With regard to Claims 9,15, Croy teaches the method and medium 
wherein: 

parsing includes parsing the contract received into one or more requested XML 
tag values. (Col. 7 lines 13-15) 

With regards to Claims 10,16 Croy teaches the method and medium 

further comprising: 

retrieving one or more predefined rules from any trading partner that is a member 
of the hierarchical contractual relationship for the contract; and 
(Col. 4 lines 32-47) 

applying the rules retrieved for governing any discrepancies between the 
requested tag values and the trading partner in the hierarchical contract 
relationships supplying goods and services for the service identifier. 
(Col. 7 lines 66 - Col. 8 line 64) 

With regard to Claims 11,17, Croy teaches the method and medium 

further comprising: 

placing the requested tag values into a database with a database schema using 
a naming structure that is identical to the naming structure used for the requested 
tag values from the contract received so that elements in the database schema 
can be populated directly from the requested tag values according to the 
predefined fields. (Col. 9 lines 28-32) 

With regard to Claim 12, each element of this claim has been analyzed 

in the above claims is rejected by Croy in further view of Bain: 

linking a plurality of trading partners using partner systems over a network to a 
centralized hub processing unit; (See Claim 8) 

presenting to at least one of the partner systems, a user interface for placing an 
contract; (See Claim 1 and Claim 8, contract template and user interface) 
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receiving a contract from a first partner using one of the plurality of partner 
systems for goods and services from a second partner using one of the plurality 
of partner systems, the contract including a first party identifier identifying the first 
party and a service identifier identifying goods and services being requested by 
the first party; (See Claim 1 ) 

parsing the contract received into one or more requested tag values representing 
predefined fields; (See Glaim 1 ) 

placing the requested tag values into a database with a database schema using 
a naming structure that is identical to the naming structure used for the requested 
tag values so that elements in the database schema can be populated directly 
from the requested tag values; (See Claim 1 1 ) 

retrieving contract tag values that form a hierarchical contractual relationship 
between trading partners from a database for contracts between trading partners 
that supply any goods or services as determined by the requested tag values 
partners including the first party identifier and the services identifier; 
(See Claim 8) 

analyzing the contract tag values that form a hierarchical contractual relationship 
for compliance with the requested tag values to determine if the requested tag 
values are in compliance with the contract tag values bases on one or more 
predefined rules; (See Claim 8) 

sending an notification to each of the trading partners if requested tag values 
complies with the contract tag values that form the hierarchical contractual 
relationship. (See Claim 1 ) 

With regard to Claim 13, this claim is rejected as in Claim 9. 

With regard to Claim 18, the examiner is treating this claim to be a 
system claim, and observes that Cray suggest that its methods can be used for a 
variety of situations but does not expressly teach: 

a channel coupled to a network for providing protocol translation and bi- 
directional communication between a plurality of partner systems, wherein at 
least one of the plurality of partner systems is configured to receive at least one 
contract from a first partner; 



Application/Control Number: 09/756,960 
Art Unit: 3624 



Page 9 



However, Bain more clearly presents this limitation at (Col. 6 lines 26-30). 
It would have been obvious at the time applicant's invention was made to 
combine the teachings of Croy relating to parsing and applying a rule-set to 
inputted information, with the teachings of Bain, relating to accepting contractual 
information among partners, off a template, in a bi-directional manner. The 
motivation for such a combination is found in Croy at (Col. 4 lines 55-66) which 
discusses the number of financial and Web applications which will benefit from 
the invention. Continuing, Croy teaches: 

a parser coupled to the channel which parses a contract received into one or 
more requested tag values representing predefined fields; 
(Col. 2 lines 31-32) 

a database with a schema using a naming structure that is identical to the 
naming structure used for the requested tag values so that elements in the 
database schema can be populated directly from the requested tag values; 
(Col. 9 lines 28-32) 

With regard to the following limitation: 

a data and rules analysis engine which retrieves contract tag values that form a 
hierarchical contractual relationship between trading partners from a database for 
contracts between trading partners that supply any goods or services as 
determined by the requested tag values partners including the first party identifier 
and the services identifier, and wherein the data and rules analysis analyzes the 
contract tag values that form a hierarchical contractual relationship for 
compliance with the requested tag values to determine if the requested tag 
values are in compliance with the contra, 

Croy teaches of a "rules analysis" at (Col. 4 lines 32-47; Col. 7 lines 66 

thru Col. 8 line 64; Col. 9 lines 28-32), but does not specifically disclose the "rule 

process" to apply to more than two parties. However, these limitations relating to 

applying the methods of the proposed invention to multiple parties is an old and 

well-known business practice, which is in fact discussed by applicant at Para. 15 
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of the specification. The method as taught by Croy in view of Bain is capable of 
automating this well-known, manual activity. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to modify a Croy-Bain combination to include scanning for identifying 
information from multiple parties, and applying a rule-set thereto. The motivation 
for such a combination is found in Bain at (Col. 1 lines 32-36), which discusses 
the difficulty of consummating transactions with multiple parties each having 
different needs. Croy further teaches: 

an action processor which sends an notification to each of the trading partners if 
requested tag values complies with the contract tag values that form the 
hierarchical contractual relationship. (Col. 9 lines 47-65) 

With regard to Claims 19-22, these claims describe particular software 

and hardware implementations of the methods described in Claims 1-17. The 

claims do not carry patentable weight, in that the use of a particular type or brand 

may effect minor performance of the system or method, but does not alter its 

purpose. Therefore, these specifications are similar to design choices, and are 

inherent in the system. 

Conclusion 

The following prior art, made of record, but not relied upon, is considered 
pertinent to applicant's disclosure: 

1) Gupta et al., U.S. Patent #6513059, January 28, 2003, Adaptive 
Collaborative Intelligent Network System. 

2) Friedman, U.S. Patent #6182029, January 30, 2001, System and Method 
for Language Extraction and Encoding Utilizing the Parsing of Text Data in 
Accordance with Domain Parameters. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to James Alpert whose telephone number is 
(571) 272-6738. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 9:30-6:00. If 
attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Vincent Millin can be reached on (571) 272-6747. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 
703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). 

James M. Alpert 
May 11, 2005 




